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BEFORE THE
POLLUTION CONTROL HEARINGS BOARD

STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN THE MATTER OF

	

)
5~~:~SON TIMBER COMPANY,

	

)
)

Appellant, )
)

vs .

	

)
)

OIYH?IC AIR POLLUTION

	

)
CONTROL AUTHORITY,

	

)
)

Respondent, )
)

S _ATE OF WASHINGTON,

	

)

1 1

12 I

		

)
Amcus Curiae . )

1 3

1 4

15

		

Havi n g carefully considered the briefs submitted in accordance with
,

16

	

the a gree e-= reached at the pre-hearing conference held on October 19 ,

IT

	

1972, the Pollution Control Hearings Board is of the opinion that the
f

IS

	

burning per n.i . aroma he Department of Natural Resources relied upon b y

PCHB No . 17 8

ORDER

..

o f

9'
D_- .-?TENT OF ECOLC :2'Y and )

10

	

O__ -_'.=MENT OF N A`::??L

	

)
RI53,:RCES, and _ _ZT SOUND )
-_? ?CLLUTION CONTROL

	

)



1

	

e a p pellant

	

__--pe r Company, did not absolve it from corc__ _n .

., ith Section 9 . 0 3 c f R_ g .,lation I of the Oly rp ic Air Pollution Contro l

Authority relatin ; to visual emissions .

4

	

From which

	

follows that the Motion of the appellant Simpsc n

5 Timber Company to Dismiss the "Notice of Violation--Citation" Number 11 6

6 I heretofore served upon it by the Olympic Air Pollution Control Authorit y

7 should be, and it is hereby denied .

	

-
$

	

DONE at Olympia, Washington this 	 1.J~	 day of February, 1973 .

POLLUTION CONTROL HEARINGS BOARD

WALT WOODWARD, Chairman

W . A . GISSBERG, McInb5t
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6 !

	

)
' ^_•_ : :?IC AIR POLLUTION

	

)

	

FINAL FINDINGS OF FACT ,
l

	

?OL AUTHORITY,

	

)

	

CO?CLUSIONS OF LA: :
)

	

AND ORDE R
Respondent, '

	

)

)

- -= -E OF j7ASHI :'_=C : : ,
_ _ :ENT OF ZCJLC Y, ard

-_

	

SOUND AlP PCLLUTION
_?oL AC-E t ,CJ,

	

)

__ices Curiae .

	

)

15

THIS '_-.--E?tezng an appeal of a $250 .00 civil penalty for a n

.agef. --_s_aL ..--fission violation of re s pondent's Regulation I ; having

c,-e	 a_ _ : fc rearing before the Pollution Control Hearing s

2 1

3 !E! ; THE VIATTZR OF
f SI: ?SON TIMBER COt1PANY ,

Appellant ,

5

ETA=- OF 17ASH I ::G-CN ,
=E_'AT'T_ :ENT OF i'ATU? L RESOURCES ,

10
Intervenor,

	

)

)



•• =e-=d en t 'e = , et , ishin_;ton ; a^ r: an -

o n	 a

	

t hrc . eh its atterne_i, Cr 'el: 1 .

corel ent n ' --

	

-l _ r Pollution Cortrol L me lam"'ty appearing t..nr'+ -

, r

	

attorney, Fred D . Gentry ; inrervc or 4+' :s " l "+ C. oe State Depart e en t

	

5

	

_ .:atural Rescerces e pp earirg through its attorney, T . Reinhard G . : poi =

6 eri.cus curiae tiashingeon State Dcpartr ent of Ecology through it s

::, '_torney Wick Dufford and Puget Sound Air Pollution Control 2'gency

9 , _-_~.earing, tnrough Its ei%orney . Keith P . i erCoffin ; cnd Board I"t `s : bees

	

5

	

~

e c e ec ut the hearing being at Woodward,

	

A . Gissberg, and Jla-e s

eery . Since that time, Board renber Ja^es T . Sheehy resicee :: ard : t ar t

Ellen NeCaf-ree re p laced him on this Board . The Board having cop side e :

e- e transcri p t, the arcuelents, the exhibits, the briefs of ti-+e p arties ,

exceptions filed and denied the exceptions filed, records and f_?e s

-erei' and ha•_n g entered on the 26th day of December, 1973, its Secc` ; d

-=-dosed Firdi ! .s of 'act, Conclusions of Law and Order ; and the _cB d

	

_ng served said Sece e d Pro posed Findings, Conclusions and Order

	

_ _

-

	

: p arties .

	

__n b_ certified rail, return receipt requested an d

Fled-l e gs of =net, Co n clusions of Law and Order, dated the 26th day- o f

15 - =, and _ rcorporated by this reference herein and attached

- ere= Ee - --_ p , e A, are adopted and hereby entered as the Board' s

_1 Ti-f_- ;s

	

Face, Conclusions of Law and Order herein .

---- r-_

	

_r -

= - s tv days : i -_-g elapsed from+ said service ; and

IT IS _ .=_,?Y ORDERED, ADJUDGED ? 01D DECP_ED that said Second Frope s

2
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MARY ELL‘' ' 11 2CAFFREE, 1' er-n :2r
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BEFORE THE
POLLUTION CONTROL HEARINGS BOAR D

STATE OF WASHHINGTON

IN THE MATTER OF

	

}
S_ :2-=SON TIMBER COMPANY,

	

}
)

	

Appellant,

	

)

vs .

OLYMPIC AIR POLLUTION

	

PCHB tro . 17 8
CONTROL AUTHORITY,

	

SECOND
8

	

Respondent,

	

)

	

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT ,
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER

9 STATE OF WASHINGTON
, DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, )

10 1

	

)

	

Intervenor,

	

)

STATE OF WASHINGTON ,
12 .-I? AR i.'.Ei:T OF ECOLOGY, and

:."CIT SOUND AIR POLLUTION

	

}
13 ! CONTROL AGENCY,

)
14

	

AmIcus Curiae .

	

)

1 5

to

	

This ratter, the appeal of $250 .00 civil penalty for an alleged

: : visual e-isslon violation of respondent's Regulation I, came on for

18 hearing before the then Board members at Lacey, Washington, o n

EXHIBIT A

1

2

3

4

5

6



17, 1973 .

lppeara ces % ere : Gerald L . <<hitcorb, a ppellant ; Fred D . Gentry ,

3 i respondent, ar.c T . l:einharc. G . Uolff, intervenor . Keith D . McGoffin ,

counsel for Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency, amicus curiae ,

was p resent but took no part in the proceedings . Richard Reinertsen ,

Olympia court reporter, recorded the proceedings .

At the outset, the Order issued by the Board in this matter o n

February 7, 1973 was vacated .

On July 3, 1973, the Board member and chairman, Walt Woodward ,

1

and _ :e then Board member, James T . Sheehy, agreed on pr oposed Finding s

of Fact, Conclusions and Order which were thereafter provided to the

2 P arZIaS . Since that time, Board member James T . Sheehy has resigned

lg and gary Ellen 1:cCaffree has replaced him on this Board .

14

	

'raving considered the transcript of the hearing, the argument s

15 _ :ereon, the exhibits, the briefs of the parties, the exceptions file d

16 _ere_,, and otherwise being fully advised in the premises, the Pollutio n

i- Control Hearing s Board makes and enters these second

;S ,

	

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FAC T

-- S
I .

On August 1, 1972 appellant (Simpson) was issued a burning permi t

3 :

	

t~.e Dap,a_ e : t of Natural Resources (DNR) authorizing Simpson to

born 78 acres of slash on its pro perty about nine miles westerly of

23 101y7pia in - . .__sto p County . The permit was issued for a burn for the

24 ! p •- pose of acaz.ng a forest fire hazard and for the preparation of the

25 site for reforestation . The permit was conditioned, for purpose s
f

26 relevant to this appeal, upon and subject to its automatic susp ensio i

27 ! SI :c : D P
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(

1 "d Lrirg any stage of an air pollution episode, as defined i n

2 ,

	

70 .94 .710-730, when declared by the Department of Ecology .

II .

4 1

	

The permit issued by DNR was in compliance with its smoke manage-

5 ment procedures and plan and the permit was exercised and the bur n

conducted by Simpson on August 1, 1972 in accordance with a specific

plan for the burn which had been ap proved by DIJR in accordance wit h

all conditions of the permit .

III .

The permit was issued by an authorized DNR employee at the site

of the burn only after DNR had notified the Department of Ecology o f

122 the facts of the burn and after consideration had been given to th e

lc .:r=ent weather and forecast thereof . No air pollution episode wa s

14 forecast by the Departrent of Ecology . It was anticipated by DNR tha t

15 :nee smoke and particulate from the burn would rise vertically and becom e

15 m_xed in a cloud base at 2,500 feet and stay at that level and dispers e

17 Pin an easterly movement without being noticed by Olympia residents .

IS lHo :-ever, contrary to the planned and anticipated results of the burn ,

-9 s -J<e and partic_:_ate did come down in Olympia despite the plan of DN .

20 Imo prevent that occurrence .

n,
LI.

2-2

	

The burn was the source of a heavy fallout, in midafternoon o f

23 'August 1, 1572, in and near the city of Olympia, on property of person s

24 other than Si-pson, of "fly ash" or particulate of a size up to on e

r
cuarter of an inch in diameter and of such numbers so as to be

2G 1 ;n-.'_ivic:ually readily visible falling from the sky . The fly ash o r

27'SECOND PROZ OS VD FINDINGS ,
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER
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1 ;particulate fell u pon and into the interior of automobiles with such

2 density as to ca,2se them to have to be cleaned and was accompanied b y

snake and the strong smell of smoke in the air . Such fallout di d

constitute an annoyance to some citizens of Olympia .

V .

Section 9 .03(c) of respondent's Regulation I makes it unlawful fo r

any "person to cause or allow the emission of particles of such siz e

and nature as to be visible individually in sufficient number to caus e

annoyance to any other person . . . if such particles fall on rea l

10 property other than that of the person responsible for the emission .

1_ i

	

VI .

'
-
3

	

Respondent issued to appellant Notice of Violation No . 116, citing(

IS ,section 9 .03 of respondent's Regulation I . In connection therewith, t

14 c_v=1 penalty assessment of $250 .00 subsequently was served on ap p ellant

15 i i_ res pondent. Tne notice of violation and the penalty are the subject s

16 , of this appeal .

17

	

From these Proposed Findings, the Pollution Control Hearings Hoar d

t
-

	

,co-es to these

PROPOSED CONCLUSION S

2

0 , . The essential issue of law in this case may be stated as : doe s

22 the =e;•_at-ion of a slash burn, by the Department of Natural Resources ,

- S ;pursuant to and consistent with the Washington Clean Air Ac t

24 (zc;•7 70 .94 .E60, et seq .) preclude the local air pollution contro l

2 ;authority fro- issuing a citation to the permit holder for the

2 G
I

.:ialation of local particulate emission standards?

27 ESE-=D Pr OPOSEJ rINDINGS ,
COL ;CLUSIQnS AND ORDER
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We believe tia = the question must be and is answered in th e

., affirmative . We ac :._t one reasoning of the then minority opinio n

3 , contained in the proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of La w

4 Ida-Led July 3, 1973, which have heretofore been provided to the parties .

5 1

	

6

	

RCW 70 .94 .660, the section in point here, prescribes a different

7 'regulatory schei a for fires to abate forest fire hazards, prevent fire

s hazards, instruct public officials in methods of forest fire fightin g,

and for silvicultural operations to improve forest lands . It was the

legislative intent to, in effect, prempt the field in these specia l

areas by prescribing these specific and special regulatory schemes .

This was in view of the competing public interest involved ; i .e ., fores t

fire prevention versus air quality_ Thus, when the appropriat e

procedures are followed under RCW 70 .94 .660 et seq . in appropriate cases ,

such as was undys put_bly the case here, any local air pollution contro l

authority regulations do not apply . This is particularly true sinc e

other authorities depend upon the Clean Air Act for their authority and

IS He Department of Natural Resources has the exclusive authority to issu e

19 . zn e type of burning permit here involved. Respondent does not have

20 authority to issue slash burning permits and does not claim authority .

	

21

	

III .

	

22

	

RCW 7 0 . 9 . . 66 9 0 provides for cooperation between DNR and other air

23 pollution control authorities to avoid duplicating inspections an d

24 separate p ermits " . . . in the regulation of outdoor burning no t
i

. !included in. RCW 70 .94 .660 . . ." . That language indicates that the

2f legislatLre did not contemp late that duplication was involved in regard s

27 1SECOND PROPOS=D FINDINGS ,
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDLr
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(

1 . to _ crr its iss ..ef

	

de : RC; 70 .94 . 660 . Thus, tl-e legislative intent I . .

2

	

acting .660 % as to _ rescribe a special regulatory burn scheme tha t

1 prempmed the field In these special areas .3

	

Appellant was not in violation of the Clean Air Act of the Stat e

5 of Washington nor, under the facts of this case, was it in violation o f

6 Section 9 .03(c) of res pondent's Regulation I .

7

	

Therefore, the Pollution Control Hearings Board issues thi s

	

S

	

PROPOSED ORDE R

	

9

	

The appeal is sustained and the Notice of Violation and the civi l

10 _e-a=_v are reversed ana ordered stricken .

	

11

	

DONE at Lacey, Washington this ;,w day of :p,„A,	 1973 .

1 ^

13

I dissent .

The cardinal issue in this matter is posed by this question : Does

21 !th
e f

	

issuance of a valid burning permit by the State Departr, :ent of

22 f
' :at ::ral Resa--ces carry with it a right to pollute to the extent tha t

=3 local air pollution control regulations are violated ?

24 f

	

Section 5 .03(c) of respondent's Regulation I is a clear and concise

25
f
s pate-e n= wn _ch rakes It unlawful to cause emission of particulants whit(

26 ! a -oy _p ersons or case fallout on the real property of persons other taar

27

	

PROPOSE : F NDINGS ,
CONCLUSIONS ;':D ORDER

	

6

POLLUTION CONTROL HEARINGS BOARD

1 5

n 1

W . A . GISSBERG, Member

i•LlRY EL N McCAFr RE,E, Wber

MINORITY OPINIO N

F '.o 57 :3-A



r-osa responsible for the emission . There are four exemptions, none o f

	

n

	

_~ch forgive pa=t culan t emissions caused by a slash burn fire .

Appellant, confronted by the thoroughly justifiable civil penalt y

4 levied for the widespread annoyance which it caused in Olympia an d

5 'environs on August 1, 1972, cannot waive,intervenor's permit as an

6 'absolution .

	

7

	

f

	

The permit has nothing to do with it . That permit was no more a

g f license to pollute than a permit to carry a firearm is a license t o

9 t disturb the peace or to commit murder .

	

10

	

= cannot conceive that the Legislature intended that RCW 70 .94 .66 0

ii s ould be interpreted as a license to violate local air pollution contro l

f 1.2 regulations .

	

` 13

	

The appeal should be denied, and Notice of Violation No . 116 and

14 !_he civil penalty of $250 .00 should be sustained .

24

26
'SECOND PROPOSED F ;t71_:OS ,

27 CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER
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L OF WASHINGTON,
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Intervenor,

	

}

S=-._Z OF WASHINGTON ,
12 =DP:R T :WNT OF ECOLOGY, and

E

	

SOUND AIR POLLUTION
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13 CO ::TROL AGENCY ,
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PCHB No . 17 8

FINDINGS OF FACT ,
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER

i5

	

aye- :ers of z-e Pollution Control Hearings Board (W. A . Gissberg ,

14

	

Amicus Curiae .

16

	

This r zcer, the appeal of $250 .00 civil penalty for an alleged

i7 visual e:wss ;on violation of respondent's Regulation I, came before all



k

in the Board's conference room at Lacey, Washingto n

' ppearances ',ere : Gerald L . Whitcomb, appellant ; Fred D . Gentry ,

res pondent, and T . Reinhard G . Wolff, intervenor . Keith D . McGoffin ,

counsel for Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency, arnicus curiae ,

was present but took no part in the proceedings . Richard Reinertsen ,

Olympia court reporter, recorded the proceedings .

At the outset, the Order issued by the Board in this matter o n

=eoroa y 7, 1973 was vacated .

witnesses were sworn and testified . Exhibits were admitted -

Closing arguments were made . Briefs were filed by all parties and

G-oc .ls curiae .

13 f

	

From testimony and arguments heard, exhibits examined and brief s

14 considered, the Pollution Control Hearings Board makes thes e

FINDINGS OF FACT

I .

_- the afternoon of August 1, 1972, from a 78-acre slash-burn fir e

:z

	

by appellant on appellant's land about nine miles west of Olympia ,

-=_=soon County, there was emitted a plume which produced a heavy pall .

smoke and a -assive fallout of fly ash over a large area of Olympi a

a-f environs . Tne smoke caused alarm to some patients in an Olymp ia

22 -osclzal . Fly ash was deposited on many parked automobiles in Olympia ,

:3 cas . n a :.ndance to the operators of those vehicles ; During the

24 afternoon. of August 1, 1972, respondent received scores of complaint s

25 fro- res_de:-=s of Olympia and nearby Lacey concerning eye irritatio n

20 ca_saf b o: e smoke and the annoyance of fly ash covering automobiles ,

CC : .CLUSIC :;S

	

ORDER

	

2

5 F '.0 99 :3-A

_residing of= :ce= :

o -l : :a% 17, 1973 .

J
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1 2
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x

k

=cats and other real property .

II .

a

	

An ins pector on responden t ' s staff, after observing the s ..oke and

4 fallout in Olympia and after tracing the plume to the slash fire, issued

5 I to appellant Notice of Violation No . 116, citing Section 9 .03 o f

6 respondent's Regulation I . In connection therewith, a civil penalt y

7 'assessment of $250 .00 subsequently was served on appellant by respondent .

That penalty is the subject of this appeal .

III .

Section 9 .03(c) of respondent ' s Regulation I makes it unlawful to

11 !cause or allow the emission of particles of such size and nature as to

12 !cause annoyance to persons other than the person responsible for th e

Vie.- ssion and to fall on real property other than that of the person

14 (responsible for the emission .
r

13

	

IV .

16

	

Appellant sought from and was granted by intervenor a burning permi t

i' :p t to RCW 70 .94 .660 . This permit was in effect at the time the
13 . =__e was ignited . Appellant filed a burning plan and otherwise complied

19 'with intervenor's regulations governing the issuance of the permit .

20

	

From these Findings, the Pollution Control Hearings Board come s
r

2 . Ito thes e

- J

7
_

_

25 :many legal cansi dera tions, we think only one relatively simple issu e

1 ;.s ~nvoived . It can be posed by this question : Does the issuance o f

27 1_ _

	

:Gs cF -__CT ,
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3

s

9

10

,
9-) CONCLUSIONS

I .

Although the briefs filed by the parties in this matter discus s

5 F .o 9523-A -



e valid burn :: -e_-zz

	

the State De partrent of Natural Resource s

ca:rv with it a right to pollute to the extent that local air pollutio n

3

I

'control regulations are violated ?

4

	

I I .

5

	

There is no issue here of appellant being required to obtain fro m

6 another agency of government--such as respondent--another permit .

?o s p ondent does not have authority to issue slash burning permits an d

S does not claim such authority .

9

	

III .

10 ?

	

There is no issue here as to whether intervenor erred in grantin g

11 i G_pellant the slash burn permit . Intervenor acted in good faith and ,

12 ' p=es-mably, in good judgment pursuant to its authority under RC :7

13 `70 .94 .660 in issuing the permit .

N .

At one tire the State's Clean Air Act carried an exemption whic h
t

'

		

clearly absolved :ersons holding valid burn permits from air pollutio n

_ - =re .,,ents of the Act . But in 1971, that exemption was repealed .

V .

Meanwhile, and on August 1, 1972, there existed Section 9 .03(c )

respondent's Regulation I . It is a concise and clear statement whic h

: ma'-:es it unlawf :.l to cause the emission of particulants which annoy

22 ! persons or case a fallout on the real property of persons other than "
I
t-ose res_ons_sle for c .e emission . There are four exceptions to

21 S ect~O1. 9 . i.' :--oreof which forgive particulant emissions caused b y

25 a slash turn fire .

26

I-_-- : : : ;GS OF

	

FACT ,
27 'cc .~.
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VI .

Appellant, wen cor ronted with the widespread annoyance caused i n

3 Olympia and environs on August 1, 1972 by particulant matter bein g

4 ! emitted by its slash burn fire, cannot wave interveno r ' s permit as a n

5 absolution for that annoyance . The permit has nothing to do with it ;

6 the permit is not a license to pollute any more than a permit to carr y

7 a firearm is a license to disturb the peace or to commit murder .

S

	

viz .

9 !

	

Appellant was in violation of Section 9 .03(c) of respondent' s

10 Re
gulation I on August 1, 1972 as cited by respondent's Notice o f

ll ` violation No . 116 and the subsequent civil penalty of $250 .00 issued

12 ! in connection therewith is reasonable .

Therefore, the Pollution Control Hearings Board issues thi s

ORDER

The appeal is denied and the civil penalty of $250 .00 is sustained .

DONE at Lacey, Washington this 34:1_ day of	 , 1973 .

POLLUTION CONTROL HEARINGS BOAR D

flit
WALT WOODWARD, Chairman

JAMES T . SHEEHY, Member

MINORITY OPINIO N

I dissent . Appellant, desiring to prevent a fire hazard and engag e

2 1 in silvicu ;z:._a_ operations to improve its forest lands, sought an d

25 obtained a burning permit from the Department of Natural Resources, the

o Agency wnich has the sole and exclusive authority to issue a permit for

27 FINDINGS CF FAIT ,
CONCLUSIONS
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i

	

s _c- - : rposes .

	

Fez

	

70 .94 .660 .

That statute d eclares a fire of the type set by appellant as :ern ;

welfare . ""for Lhc protection of life or property and/or in the public wel F_a _

Additionally, the statute requires that the issuance and use of such a

permit as appellant's, to be conditional, and it was, so as to compl y

with air quality standards established by the Department of Ecology afte r

full consultation with the Department of Natural Resources . Nor did the

fire cause the state air quality standards for suspended particulat e

9 matter to be exceeded . Respondent conceded at the hearing the fact tha t
4

10 ! t : e permit fully complied with all provisions of RCW 70 .94 .660 .

ii
i Nevertheless, respondent says since the fire caused the emission o f

i .. particles of such size and nature to be visible individually in sufficer:

13 nfoaaar to cause annoyance to other persons, a civil penalty can b e

e- .__ced from appellant .

i5

	

:n my view, the legislature, by the enactment of Chapter 232 o f

if

	

f. .e laws of 1971, Ex . Sess ., being RCW 70 .94 .650 through 70 .94 .700 ,

7

	

:a___shed a re :_hod whereby a variance to the Washington Clean Air Ac t

- .. ..__d be obtained . The legislature having declared that appellant' s

.9 7,e=-it, when issued, was for the protection of life, or property and/o

r'

	

t-e oa.tlat welfare, it is inconceivable that it was intended that

21 ! s .ch t;:-poses could be frustrated by the imposition of a civil penalty

22 for an acz.c- wnisn was carrying out those purposes .

Board correctly point out that at one time- a =a=orlfy of mha

s `-'_(until the passage of Chapter 232 of Laws of 1971, Ex . Sess . )

25 accel iant's carnang wcald have been exempted from the provisions of the

2

	

Crean A._ Act . Hcriever, they fail to recognize that the shift is on e

`S
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:r

	

complctc c =

	

=c- to one of s pecial regulation . When the sp=-ia _

0 regulations es tab lispe:: by the latest statute for such burning hav e

3 been met and co7?lied with by a permit holder, the sanctions of the

4 l Clean Air Act should not apply . This is perhaps more readily understoo d

by an examination of Section 1, Chapter 232 of Laws of 1971, Ex . Sess .

codified as RC« 70 .94 .650 . That section gave special treatment to

b,.rning permits issued for instruction in methods of fire fighting . A

8 s_;'ilar regulatory scheme was established for such purpose, differing

9 ;o-l ;• in designating another regulatory agency, namely, the Departmen t

10 !of Ecology . If one adopts the reasoning of the majority of this Board ,

11 _= wo .:1d follow that if a permit were issued to burn an old dwellin g

I'?

	

instruction in methods of fire fighting, the instructor who li t

13

	

e fire would subject himself to the penalties of the Clean Air Act .

14

	

In my opinion, the legislature has established for certain classe s

15 of fires a special set of regulations which, when followed, excuse o r

=6 vary what would otherwise be a violation of the Act .

would strike the civil penalty and find appellant had not

v _o__ :ed respondent's regulation .

0J

25 {

27 CONCLUSIONS .-.ND ORDER 7
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